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into contracting language, are we 
going to do the same thing on con-
tracts between auto dealers or other 
private business. 

There is a little bill floating around 
that would try to do that. We can do it 
on other contracts where maybe we 
deem we have superior wisdom to all 
the business groups out there or any-
body who has a contract, that we know 
better. What does this language mean? 
What is its impact? We are going to go 
and give the authority to fine some-
body if they don’t comply. Wow. This is 
in an appropriations bill. It didn’t 
come through the Judiciary Committee 
or a committee composed of people 
who work on contracts or work on judi-
cial issues. We are setting up that kind 
of a program, and I am embarrassed for 
us to do that. 

This type of legislating sets a hor-
rible precedent for other businesses as 
well. It is not appropriate for this Con-
gress to force American manufacturers 
to sell their products to consumers 
that they do not want to sell to under 
contract terms that the federal govern-
ment approves. This type of require-
ment is unfair and lacks common 
sense. I predict it will raise serious 
constitutional questions as well and 
may interfere with the exercise of in-
tellectual property rights. It is unfor-
tunate that this language was included 
in this bill. I think this is a serious 
mistake.

It is somewhat similar to another 
mistake, in my opinion, included in 
this bill, which is title X, the contin-
ued dumping and subsidies offset. It is 
a brand new provision. It is a provision 
inserted in the Agriculture conference. 
It deals with subsidies and with dump-
ing. Those are trade issues, trade sanc-
tions, usually handled in the Ways and 
Means Committee in the House and the 
Finance Committee in the Senate. This 
didn’t go through either. I will tell my 
colleagues this provision could not pass 
the Finance Committee. It could not 
pass the Ways and Means Committee. 

This runs directly contrary, frankly, 
to free trade and the idea of trying to 
expand trade. This says if you have a 
dumping complaint, and if you happen 
to win, the benefits go back directly to 
that company, directly to the individ-
uals involved. So there is a reward and 
incentive that if you file a dumping 
complaint and win, you will receive 
benefits. This encourages lawsuits on 
dumping because you can win the ‘‘lot-
tery.’’ Here they come. It doesn’t make 
sense. It is probably not WTO con-
sistent. This says ‘‘consistent with the 
rights under the World Trade Organiza-
tion.’’ I venture to say that it is not 
consistent with WTO rights in any 
way, shape, or form. It will probably be 
thrown out by the courts. 

Why are we doing this? I am on the 
Finance Committee, and did we have a 
hearing on this? No, we did not. Did the 
Ways and Means Committee have a 

hearing on this? I don’t believe so. But 
all of a sudden, it is inserted into a 
conference report which is not amend-
able. Some colleagues say they don’t 
like this process. I don’t like this proc-
ess either. I think it is bad legislation. 
I think it can come back to haunt us, 
and we could be talking about hun-
dreds and hundreds of millions of dol-
lars from this provision alone. 

Again, how many colleagues are even 
aware that this is in the bill? We have 
committees of jurisdiction, such as the 
Judiciary Committee, that should be 
dealing with contracts and they should 
have handled this contracting issue. 
My guess is that they would have 
scrubbed it and done a better job. The 
Finance Committee, which deals with 
trade, would totally reject this idea of 
rewarding people if they file successful 
dumping lawsuits. 

Mr. President, it is with regret that I 
say there are other aspects of this Ag-
riculture appropriations bill, which has 
grown substantially, that bother this 
Senator. We would end up passing a bill 
that increases budget authority over 
the President by 22 percent in outlays 
and 24 percent in budget authority. 
That bothers me. It bothers me when 
we see growth in the discretionary por-
tion of this bill to that extent—to be 
growing at 24 percent I don’t think is 
affordable or responsible. I could go on. 

Also, there are expansions of entitle-
ments. I remember earlier this year 
when we passed emergency assistance, 
and we busted that. We busted it big 
time. I understand there are a lot of 
problems. We had a drought as bad as 
anybody. Texas suffered from a 
drought and so did we. This is fiscally 
irresponsible, in my opinion. And be-
cause of the provision dealing with 
dumping and the abrogation of con-
tracts, or the changing of contracts, 
and the total cost of this bill, regret-
fully, this Senator had to vote against 
the Agriculture conference report. 

I see my colleague from Alabama is 
here. I am prepared to wrap up. How 
long does he wish to speak? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Fifteen minutes. 
Mr. NICKLES. I will give the Senator 

from Alabama the pleasure of closing 
the Senate then. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWNBACK). The Senator from Ala-
bama is recognized. 

f 

THANKING THE ASSISTANT 
MAJORITY LEADER 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 
assistant majority leader is becoming 
the conscience of this Senate. It is a 
thankless task to say no on bills as 
popular as the Agriculture bill—some-
thing that was important for my State. 
I voted for it and I respect it. I think it 
is also important if we are going to 
have any respect for our ultimate 
budget requirements, the people in our 

leadership need to stand up and speak 
out, and I appreciate him doing so. He 
provides great leadership for us. 

f 

CONGRESS’ OVERSIGHT 
RESPONSIBILITIES

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am 
concerned that we as a Congress have 
not been as effective in our oversight 
responsibility as we should. I want to 
share some remarks on that subject in 
a minute. The distinguished assistant 
majority leader made some remarks 
about our failure to identify, pros-
ecute, and hold to account individuals 
who have committed terrorist acts 
against American service men and 
women and citizens. That is an impor-
tant issue. In fact, we have not been ef-
fective at it. 

I remember when the attack was 
made on the Sudan pharmacy, the pill 
factory there. I remember the attack 
made on the facility in Afghanistan 
not long after that. The committee on 
which I serve had a hearing where the 
Director of the FBI, Louis Freeh; 
former Director of the CIA under Presi-
dent Clinton, Mr. Woolsey; and Jean 
Kirkpatrick discussed that event. 

Prior to that time, I had publicly 
stated that I did not believe President 
Clinton had utilized these attacks to 
distract attention from the domestic 
problems he was having at home. Peo-
ple were suggesting it was a ‘‘wag the 
dog’’ syndrome—an attack that may 
not have been justified but helped dis-
tract public attention from his own 
troubles. I said no about that. But I 
must admit after having heard at that 
hearing these distinguished Americans 
discuss how that attack was conducted 
that I was very troubled. I really did 
not believe it made a lot of sense to 
just lob missiles into a factory and 
hope that was justified factually; that 
it was a factory that may have had 
something to do with it; and, who 
would be injured. That kind of thing 
was very troubling, and certainly had 
no realistic impact or potential to hurt 
Bin Laden who may have been involved 
in that. In fact, he is under indictment 
now for terrorist acts. 

Then in Afghanistan, we just shot off 
some missiles. We don’t know whether 
or not anybody was hurt. That is all it 
was. So we retaliated. We had done 
something. We didn’t really do any-
thing. That is the fact. We really did 
not do anything. Nobody involved in 
that terrorist act that we know of to 
this day has been held to account be-
cause of it. 

We have to be prepared to work hard 
to identify who was involved in those 
activities, and to do everything we can 
to arrest them and bring them into 
custody, and, if not and if they resist, 
to be able to take them out wherever 
they may be. 

That is just the plain fact of it. Bin 
Laden, for example, has openly de-
clared war on the United States. The 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 01:22 Jan 12, 2005 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00092 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S18OC0.003 S18OC0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE23156 October 18, 2000 
attack on this vessel—the U.S.S. Cole—
was more than just a terrorist attack. 
It was an act of war. We have every 
right, and we have a duty as any great 
nation does to defend itself and its 
ability to send its ships on the open 
seas, and to enter port in which it 
should be safe. We have every right, 
and we have a duty to respond to that. 
If we don’t do so, who will be next? 
Who else will be hurt? I left the memo-
rial service at Norfolk just today. It 
was a very moving ceremony with all 
of those sailors standing on the Eisen-
hower. When the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations for the Atlantic finished his 
speech, he said, ‘‘Remember the Cole.’’
When the ceremony was over, one of 
those sailors on that great aircraft car-
rier yelled ‘‘Remember the Cole.’’ It is 
our responsibility to remember those 
17 who are no longer with us and the 
ones who are injured. We cannot allow 
this kind of activity time and time and 
time again, as Senator NICKLES said, to 
be carried out and nothing happen. 

I am glad he talked about that. We 
need to do better. 

f 

OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 
BUILDINGS AND LEASES 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it is our responsibility as Mem-
bers of Congress to do unglamorous 
work called oversight. It is our duty to 
make sure our governmental agencies 
are, on a daily basis, spending money 
wisely and not ripping off the Amer-
ican taxpayer. I believe that is a con-
stitutional duty. I believe we are legiti-
mately criticized in this body for not 
being more aggressive about that. I 
have tried to resolve it. I am going to 
do better. I am going to take some ac-
tion with regard to what I consider to 
be poor expenditures of money. 

I initiated a project in my office I 
call ‘‘Integrity Watch.’’ We examine 
suspected cases of waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the Federal Government. I 
think that is healthy. 

I have exposed the enormous costs 
associated with the building of a new 
United Nations mission in New York. 
That building came in at $88 million. It 
is nothing more than an office space 
for governmental employees who work 
at the U.N., and for two-thirds of the 
year almost half as many people are 
there. Only half the year will the space 
be nearly utilized. 

It came in on a per square foot basis 
as the most expensive building that 
this Government has ever built—more 
expensive than our great Federal 
courthouses, some of which have been 
criticized like the one in Boston. It is 
more expensive per square foot than 
those great Federal courthouses. 

Today I alert my colleagues to a 
problem I have noted. I hope we are not 
seeing a pattern of abuse of taxpayers. 

The General Services Administra-
tion, the Government’s landlord, is re-

sponsible for purchasing, leasing, and 
refurbishing the buildings that house 
Federal agencies and Departments. My 
concern is that too often Congress is 
simply rubber stamping leasing re-
quests of GSA without exercising care-
ful oversight responsibilities. Specifi-
cally, I am concerned about the pro-
posed expenditure of Federal funds to 
lease space for the Department of 
Transportation and the procedure 
being used in that process. 

In 1996, GSA came to Congress to re-
ceive authorization to secure a new 
lease for DOT. The current lease was to 
expire on March 31 of 2000. The pro-
spectus GSA provided to Congress was 
very simple. It plainly stated that GSA 
‘‘proposes a replacement lease of 
1,199,000 to 1,320,000 rentable square feet 
of space and 145 official inside parking 
spaces for the Department of Transpor-
tation.’’

That was basically it. 
On November 6 of 1997, the Senate 

Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, of which I was a member at 
that time, approved a resolution au-
thorizing GSA to secure an operating 
lease for the headquarters. The resolu-
tion was just as simple as the pro-
spectus. It was a one-page resolution 
authorizing GSA to enter into an oper-
ating lease not to exceed 20 years for 
approximately 1.1 million net usable 
square feet of space plus 145 official 
parking spaces at an estimated annual 
cost of $55 million plus escalations. 

Almost 2 years after GSA was given 
the go-ahead to procure the lease, the 
agency issued a 250-page solicitation 
for offers asking people to make pro-
posals to secure this space for DOT. 
Buried in this SFO—Solicitation for 
Offers—are a number of alarming state-
ments used by GSA in making its deci-
sion which may have a profound im-
pact on the cost and the quality of the 
building, and, more importantly, the 
expense that we as taxpayers will pay 
over the next few decades. 

It strikes me that GSA may well be 
deliberately ignoring their 1997 man-
date, or at least violating the spirit 
and intent of the congressional author-
ization. One only needs to review the 
250-page SFO to determine that GSA 
has decided unilaterally to go far be-
yond what they were authorized to 
lease by Congress. 

Specifically, the requirement in the 
SFO that proposals are to provide a 
level of quality consistent with ‘‘the 
highest quality commercial office 
buildings over 250,000 square feet in 
Washington, DC.’’ 

I don’t believe a Federal office build-
ing has to be equal to the highest qual-
ity private office space in this city. 
Federal dollars are paying for the 
building—taxpayer dollars—and that 
requirement cannot be justified. 

Additionally, the congressional au-
thorizing resolution said nothing about 
GSA securing a lease equal to the high-

est quality commercial building. They 
weren’t given that commission. 

I am also concerned about what ap-
pears to be the lavish excesses included 
in the performance specifications. Just 
for example, the SFO explains that the 
passenger elevators—this is not a cere-
monial building; this is an office build-
ing—are to be made of ‘‘premium qual-
ity natural stone or terrazzo,’’ and that 
the walls in each passenger elevator 
are to be ‘‘a combination of premium 
quality architectural wood paneling, 
premium quality natural stone, and 
finished metal.’’ 

I think this shows a real sense of dis-
connect from the American people, 
even of arrogance. Most families in the 
United States work hard to achieve the 
American dream of building and own-
ing a home but can’t afford to place 
‘‘premium quality architectural wood 
paneling’’ in their home. Why should 
their hard-earned tax dollars that are 
extracted from them be spent so that 
Government workers can ride up and 
down these elevators with ‘‘premium 
quality natural stone’’ floors? 

Additionally, I am concerned that 
other Government agencies will come 
to expect this same ‘‘highest quality, 
best-in-class’’ office space in Wash-
ington, DC, whether in a leased or ren-
ovated Government building. This 
could have a snowballing effect and 
create a procurement and budgetary 
drain on the country. 

I am also disturbed by GSA’s clear 
statement that price and cost to the 
Government are significantly less im-
portant than the scoring on technical 
factors.

In Alabama, families who are build-
ing a home first start with a budget. 
Once they begin to design a home, if 
they cannot afford a ‘‘premium quality 
natural stone or terrazzo’’ floor for the 
dining room, they may be forced to set-
tle for a less expensive alternative. For 
the majority of families in this coun-
try, price and cost are the determining 
factors in all their decisions when they 
are building a new home. Why should 
the Government think it should act 
differently?

It is my belief that among the final-
ists who can clearly and credibly show 
that they meet the space and program 
requirements of the SFO, price and 
cost should clearly be the determining 
factor ultimately in making the lease 
award. To select a building on any 
other basis than best value seems, to 
me, quite unjustifiable. 

In the next few weeks, GSA will 
make their decision on the location of 
the Department of Transportation 
headquarters building. I will be sending 
a letter to Senator BOB SMITH, the out-
standing chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works. I thank Chairman SMITH for
taking a hard look at the U.N. build-
ing, too, in his role as the committee 
chairman. I will ask him and his com-
mittee to work with me to look into 
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